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-        OP  BASIC  aAPSP  TSLANSIT  ISSUES  DXSCCSSBD  BY  fH£ 

n  vim  of  the  ctsrreat  isitcsrcst  on  th&  past  e£  smus.  isaaboes  of  K^he 
IViiurd  -of  Suparvtsor«  in  the  "MiootiCy  R«po;e"  of  tbi%  traasportatioQ  T««hni€4il 
^<n&Xk;tee»  tber«  is  subsd£t«d  hftrewlth  a  s-evi^^  of  sqzm  of  the  basic  p^iots  of 
Atmcummtrnk  ttuit  cook  place  In  tbm  eo«trs«  of  the  j^aasportatlen  Yccbnicai  Cen« 
vlttoa^a  studiM  and  surveys  during  1959  and  l9Me 

Thaaa  aain  basic  iaauaa  in  s«iBa  cases  represented  differences 
between  the  Transportation  Technical  Cenaittee  and  their  consultants  vith  the 
Bay  Area  Bapid  Transit  District  engineerins  staff  aad  their  consultants c  In 
other  eases,  sane  aiesBbers  of  the  T.ToCo  tended  to  agree  vith  the  BARTD  staff 
and  consultants,  others  agr^ing  vith  the  San  Francisco  cc^ultants,  and  in  a 
fev  eases  three  points  of  viev  could  be  founds    (1>  S»  F.  Consultants  and  sobs 
cconittee  iMnhers,  <2)  other  coaoBittee  moBbere,  and  (3)  the  BARTD  staff  and 
consul tantSo 

The  various  aajor  issues  under  consideration  vera  as  follovs: 

Ic    "Separate  Interurban  Rapid  Transit  Systen  and  Separate  San  Francisco 
Local  Rapid  Transit  System  Versus  a  Single  Systea  Serving  Both  Heeds »" 

In  1956  the  report,  ''Regional  Rapid  Transit,"  published  by  the  Bay 

Area  Rapid  Transit  Osnmission,  (predecessor  to  the  present  Bay  Area  Rapid  Tranait 

District^,  assuBted  that  the  regional  systen  wsuld  serve  only  inter«city  traffic 

in  San  Francisco  and  that  a  separate  local  rapid  transit  system  would  be  built  by 

the  City  and  County  to  serve  its  own  needs o    This  ssme  assumptiea  had  been  made 

also  by  the  Mayor ^s  Transportation  Ganmittee,  predeceasor  to  the  City's  Transport' 

tetion  Technical  Ceeoittee,  which  in  1956  recceneoded  a  network  of  proposed  city> 
financed  rapid  transit  lines  to  supplcebsnt  the  proposed  regional  netwark. 
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in  1959,  and  «aa  lostFuctiKi  by  the  Board       Supertris^^ifs       sttsdy  »ay«  in 
%iliich  local  and  regional  sai^ld  traoalt  plasm  could  b«  Integraesd,  tha  cen^ 
alctaa  datarninad  that:  It  would  ba  econoaaically  and  politically  infesssible 
to  Ciaaaca        separata  r^^id  transit  syeteai^  in  San  FraBciscOs 
arbaa  and  one  local »    This  vas  made  kaenm  by  the  Oosmltt&^  to  the  Baptd 
Transit  District  staff  end  ecm^ultantn,  and  policy  re-solutlons  supporting 
the  "one  syac«aa  concept"  tsmee  adc^tad  by  the  £layor°e  Trasidportatioo  Om^il 
and  by  the  Board  of  Soperviaors  at  the  auggeetlon  o£  the  Ooesiiittee  in  Septem» 
bar  of  1959. 

the  result  of  thla  was  that  the  Hapid  'tranalt  Msstrict  steUCf 
revised  their  "exclusively  Intercity"  concept  and  esqi^lored  isays  and  laeans  of 
revising  concepts  contained  in  the  1956  plan®  so  that  sore  local  San  ?rancisco 
rapid  tr«Eftait  patronage  ceuld  b®  accesen^dated  on  proposed  District  lines » 

A  second  result  teas  the  uodes^takiog  by  the  District,  in  co«opesation 
with  the  T«7oC<=s  of  an  "up-dating"  etudy  of  p^ussenger  origizks  and  destlaations 
in  San  frencisco  «Siich        utilised  in  passenger  estiaates  for  the  proposed 
District  transit  linee  in  See  ff^ancl@eO|.  and  for  lntra»eity  travel  as  ifsll  as 
for  the  Ttaffie^ys  Reappraisal  survey  report  of  the  City  and  County  published 
by  the  Depsrtaoat  of  City  Planning  and  the  Departnent  of  Public  Works  in  1961  c 

In  this  diecussion  c»f  *^tm  rapid  transit  syst^ss  versus  one  omified 
syseeHi"  the  XcToC»  ^as  ususai^sous  in  its  support  of  the  "one^^system*'  concept  <> 
2 ,    **gfae  Four-'^ginsere^Pian  for  San  fgancisco  SLagtld  Transit" 

?ery  early  in  the  ToToCe  deliberations  it  vas  agreed  that  four  basic 
rapid  transit  corridors  would  be  needed  to  eerve  Sen  Francisco's  local  needs 
(wliichs  mk  the  nap  resenbl^d  the  four  fingers  of  a  hand): 
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(I)    The  aaybora  Corrldog;    A  line  gen«rally  parallel  to  the 
Souchem  Pacifiers. Baysbore  Line  to  sarva  prlaarlly  ma  &  peninsula  egress 
llnCs  but  giving  Mna  local  earvlce; 

(2>    The  Mlaslon  Corgl<&og;  A  suln^ay  frota  Ha;ket  Stireete  uad«r 
Mlsaloa  Street e  under  Bero&l  Hals^ts  and  on  the  surface  along  tbe  Southern 
Freesay  rlgbt'^^f'^^y  to  Daly  City  (possibly  coatlmlng  soutlmard  to  Sea 
Bruno  as  an  alternate  Peninsula  line  eophaslslng  local  service  to  the  Mis  - 
sion District  and  the  nortfavastem  Sm  Mateo  County); 

(3)  The  Tarln  Peaks  Corridor;  A  sub«ay  under  Market  Street  C^th 
Junctions  vlth  the  Bayshore  Line  and  the  Mission  Llna)  Involving  the  use  of 
th9  nxlstlng  Tvln  Peaks  etreet<=^£r  tunnel  to  «  terminal  either  at  St  Froacls 
oireie  or  at  Daly  City»  providing  a  connectlmi  vlth  the  Mission  Line; 

(4)  Ihe  Geary  Corrldasr?  A  subway  under  6eary  or  B»st  Street  and 
under  Geary  Boulevard  to  Park^Pressldlo  Boulevard  to  be  a  part  of  the  District  's 
Marin  line  over  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge^  and  providing  local  lntra<='Saa  Francisco 
service  as  well  as  Marin  Inten^ban  service. 

this  basic  fmir'^^flnger  concept  was  unanimously  agreed  to  by  ¥«¥oC. 
— wbers  and  their  consultants,  and  as  a  result  of  their  discussions  irlth  B^ld 
Transit  District  staff  Bad  consultants,  the  latter  agreed  to: 

(1)    Shift  the  Marin  Line  from  a  Colusabus  Aveswe  stsbway  and  Lonbard 
Street  elevated  location  favored  in  the  1956  plan,  to  a  Post-^veary  location » 

C2>    Study  an  **S.  Po  Bayshore  express  line." 

<S)    Study  a  Tifin  Peaks  Rapid  Transit  Llneo 

C4)    Study  a  Mission  subvay^Suthem  Freeway  surface  allgment  In 
addition  to  the  Valencia  Street  elevated  and  Alesittiy  Boulevard  elevated  being 
given  detailed  study  and  follonlng  reeooBandatlons  In  tha  1956  "Regional  Rapid 
Transit  Plan«" 
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In  caglneering  studies  preeento4  by  Diatrict  cQrn5ult«nt»  In  May  of 
1960  a  F98t°G«ary  Subway^  on  So  Pc.  Bayohor«  eapress  Una  &ad  a  TidLn  Peaks 
rapid  craoait  line  vara  included  as  part  ef  a  preliainary  syetaai  reflacting 
local  recGaHMndatiotts  for  'hrange^focost**  aad  initial  roots  avalisatioao 
3.    "Hission  Lina  Varaus  IWin  Psato  lAm" 

tflthin  tha  ToToC.  eonsidarabla  discussion  took  placa  in  tba  fall 
of  1955  as  to  whether  a  Mission  rapid  transit  line  or  a  Twin  Psaks  rapid  transit 
lioa  should  get  first  priority  <,    Sooe  cooaittae  iMabers  favorad  a  Mission  line 
as  prodding  sarviea  to  au  area  now  icadetpiataly  served,  «^le  the  Twin  Peaks 
tunnel  service  area  new  does  have  partial  r^id  transit  service  through  the 
present  tunnel  car  lines « 

The  T«T,Co''8  consultant  favored  a  T»in  Peaks  line  for  first  priority 
on  the  basis  that  feeder  buci  lines  could  provide  soateehat  higher  passenger 
voluBMs  to  a  Tein  Peaks  line  end  thus  result  In  greater  rapid  traasit  utilise* 
tion  in  first  stages  than  would  be  the  case  If  a  Mission  line  were  built  firsts 

The  idea  of  constructing  the  subway  in  downtown  Market  Street  so 
that  It  could  be  used  by  tunnel  street  cars  was  advanced  by  District  engineer- 
ing staff  aeabers  in  the  fall  of  1959,  a  concept  which  appealed  to  soae  ToToC, 
iessd>er8a  but  which  w«8  rejected  by  other  cosBklttee  SMtibers  and  by  the  ccoslittee^s 
consultants  as  being  a  *'secoad<=«las8  solutlone** 

Thus,  when  the  eoanlttee's  tentative  report  appeared  in  February  of 
1960,  it  reflected  the  thinking  of  the  eonsultoat  and  a  su&jority  of  the  Conait^ 
tee  in  recasBendSag  a  Twin  Peaks  line  for  first  priority,  and  a  Hiesion  Line 
for  s^eond^stAge  construction. 
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4 .    "¥&ux  Track  Karket  Street  Subway  Vertua  Leaven«orth°?o»t  Loop" 

The  Rapid  Transit  District  engloeers  favored  a  tuO'^Xevel  four  track 
subiMy  under  Market  Street,  tlie  lo*iier  level  accooaodatlng  the  traii8»bay° 
penlneula  trains  and  the  opper  level  the  Mission  and  Twin  Peaks  lines  C^^^i^l^ly 
re  be  uaed  by  the  city's  tunnel  car  llae«  If  the  T@ln  Peaks  Line  were  not  built 
in  the  first  stage).    The  Marin  Line  would  have  a  stub^snd  tecmlnal  at  Post 
and  Market  Streets » 

The  Comlttee^s  consultants,  however,  proposed  that  the  Peninsula 
**S.  Pc  Bayshore   express"  line  be  routed  north  under  Seventh  Street,  across 
Market  Street,  and  under  Leatvenworth  and  Post  Streets,  fomlng  a  junction  with 
the  Post  Street  Marin  Subway  and  continuing  along  Market  Street  as  a  twD<=^level 
fottr«>track  facility  frenfc^Poet  to  Battery  Street  to  tend  at  the  Golden  eatewey. 
West  of  Poet  Street  the  l&aket  Street  anbwaky  would  be  of  single  level  two° track 
design. 

The  District  engineers  presented  considerable  evidence  backing  their 
assoBptions  that  predicted  1975  peak<^hour  passenger  f  1«««  would  be  so  heavy  a$ 
to  preclude  ccaiblning  the  Peninsula  eiqpress  line  and  the  Marin  line  on  a  single 
pair  of  tracks  in  the  Pset  Street  Subway  east  of  Leavenworth  Street.    The  City's 
consultant  countered  with  data  to  indicate  that  current  trends  do  not  indicate 
sesMable  predicted  increases  in  domtown  passenger  destinations,  so  that  this 
two^track  stretch  vould  be  adequate,  an  assuoption  that  was  challenged  by  sone 
TcToC«  mwnherife  and  supported  by  others. 

The  DepartsMnt  of  City  Plannlx^  in  the  Fall  of  1960  undertook  a  study 
of  downtown  destinations  and  the  expected  future  expansion  of  the  Central  Busi* 
ness  District,  which  indicated  that  a  Mnrket  Street  line  would  provide  stations 
aiore  cmitral  to  siost  doimtown  passenger  destinations  than  a  Leavenworth-^Post 
loop,  and  this  routing  was  finally  agreed  to  in  October  of  1960  by  the  ToToC, 
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(Although  cba  Fabrucry  and  May  1960  rfl^orc*  of  th«  Coosiitted  had  shown  tha 
Leavantforth  Loop  on  tha  plane)  o    The  Plaaalag  !>epart]Qanc  also  pradlctad 
algnificanc  incraaaaa  in  aaployoiaac  in  tba  eantral  buainaas  district  as  wall 
as  iacraasas  in  daily  trips, 

5,    "Thraa  Tracks  Varstia  Foot  Tracks  on  tha  So  Pc  Paninsnla  Llaa" 

Aa  aarly  coocope  o£  the  coanittaaU  consultants  was  that  c<»isidar« 
abla  sailings  could  ba  affectuatad  in  tha  pastinsula  line  if,  instead  of  paral<> 
leling  the  S.  Po  tracks  with  two  new  rapid  transit  tracks  on  land  that  the 
District  would  buy,  that  the  Southern  Pacific  Railway  be  i^reachad  with  tha 
view  of  establishing  a  three<=>traek  eoBbined^^-operation  schaoa  for  District 
rapid  transit  trains  and  nain  line  passenger  and  freight  trains.    Tiien,  only 
one  new  track  would  ba  needed,  and  iBprovaaents  could  be  leas«4  frta  the  SoPo 
on  an  nortisaticn  basis  through  rental  pi^Bkents,  thus  sairiag  District  bond 
capital  for  other  laiprovaawnts,  such  as  the  TttLxi  Peaks  ULae  In  San  Francisco « 
So  P«  Railway  engineering  officials  reacted  favorably  to  this  coq» 
cept  in  infocaal  ««etiag6  with  tba  city's  consultants,  because: 

(1)  An  actual  engineering  plan  for  such  a  three^track  layout  bad 
been  drawn  up  in  1955  to  ineroMe  t^ack  capacity  to  handle  growing  cownuter 
peak-'hour  passenger  loads  (Use  of  new  double»deck  cars  increased  per°train 
carrying  capacity  however,  and  auide  the  third  track  unnecessary); 

(2)  It  was  asswaed  that  standard  rapid  transit  trains  with  regular 
engineers  aod  crews  would  be  utilised  by  the  District^ 

(3>    It  wss  assoeed  that  train  fre^iencies  would  be  such  that  freight 
switching  operatlOTS  across  r^id  transit  tracks  would  be  feaaible  (i.So  trains 
every  15  aintiites  to  every  30  minutes  in  off°peak  periods). 

Vhea  Rapid  Transit  District  engineers  discussed  this  possibility  with 
So  P.  officials,  however,  they  presented  them,  with  these  assuaptions  aa  to  rapid 
transit  utilisation: 


(1)  Coapu6e?°'eontrolled  aufeomatlc  80'^le<*>per°hi»ur  trains  on 
frequttncittA  varying  froa  90  seconda  to  15  nlQutas,  with  each  train  having 
a  craw  eonalatlng  of  only  one  operator ; 

(2)  Hacasalty  for  eonplata  grade  separation  of  all  train  operas 
tioos  of  tfaa  two  carriers  and  separation  of  track  areas  by  aan-proof  fences; 

TIm  District  engineers  felt  they  would  have  te: 

(1)  Rebuild  one  of  the  tracks  to  asset  rcfisireaeats  for  hlgh'=^sp«ed 
transit  operations; 

(2)  Build  a  new  track; 

(3)  Relocate  one  existing  track  t@  get  necessary  clearances  so 
that  a  maa»proof  fence  could  separate  the  $»  P„    and  District  tracks. 

thus  they  concluded  that  such  a  three  track  system  would  be  nore 
expulsive  than  liqring  tm  new  r4^pid  transit  tracks  alongside  the  eadsting 
railw^  tracks  which  c«nild  rewiin  uodistitiEbed  for  auch  of  their  length  o 

Bo  cost  difference  would  be  involved  In  the  "tfaree^track  vermis 
four  track**  concepts  for  construction  within  San  Kranclsco  since  four  tracks 
would  have  been  needed  for  cither  schsoe  ss  far  south  as  the  Baysbore  yards. 

the  city^s  cost  estiaate  for  the  three«track  systea  was  consider^ 
ably  less  than  the  District  engineers  estiaates,  but  a  cottiparlson  by  itea 
shewed  that  auch  of  this  was  due  to  inclusion  in  District  estiaates  of  costs 
of  ri^ts-of<»way  for  District  tracks  and  considerable  acreage  of  land  for 
station  parking  lots«  which  the  city  consultsnts  had  assuaed  could  be  leased 
froa  the  So  P.  on  an  annual  rental  basis,  and  thus  excluded  froa  capital  costs 
lAich  would  h«ve  to  be  financed  frea  the  rapid  transit  bond  issue. 

Tteos,  the  real  cost  difference  was  not "three  tracks  versus  four 
tracks''  but  "land  purchasing  versus  leasing." 
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9o    Prope— 1>  Agr—d  Dpon  by  tba  ToToCo  Bat  Hot  Adopted  by  BoAcaoToDo 

Both  'Itejority"  and  "Miaorlty"  reports  subaittad  by  mmabm  of 
tb«  Traitfportfttloa  Toehnical  Coamlttea  in  October  1959  loeltaded  the  £ollo»<» 
log  mi  nuMWiultttoiMi  irtileh  wore  ooe  incorporated  by  the  Bey  Aree  Bepid  Treosit 
Dietrict  in  finel  route  plcae  adopted  on  ?ebr«ery  9,  1961s 

(!)    Submqr  oader  Geery  B«ttleverd  from  Spruce  Street  to  Perk? 
Freeidio  Boulevard  ineteed  of  elevated,    (lasteed,  a  new  tunnel  directly  into 
the  Freeidio  froei  Feet  StrMt  end  Freeidio  Avenue  was  adopted,  elinineting  e 
•tetion  et  11th  Avemie  end  Gecry  Boulevard); 

(2)  Bxtenelon  of  the  UKket  Street  upper«level  subway  west  from 
Oottgh  Street  to  the  Kest  9Brtal  of  the  TMLn  Peaks  Tknael  (to  give  tunnel  cars 
ceaplete  rapid  transit  travel  tiae  potential  fren  West  B»rt«l  to  dewntovn): 

(3)  Bxteasioo  of  the  Market  Street  upper^level  subway  east  froa 
First  Street  to  e  terwinal  et  Fkont  end  Sacrawento  Streets  edjecent  'to  the 
Golden  Getewayo 
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District  officials  bald  eoafdreneee  vlth  So  P.  officials  and  rs« 
ported  a  general  receptivity  to  the  leasehold  idea,  but  no  villiognesc  to 
enter  into  may  obligations  or  ewil  ffments  imtil  the  District  had  its  bond 
ftiads  in  band  and  was  ready  to  build  o    On  this  basis  the  District  officials 
felt  unvilling  to  exclude  bond  funds  f<n:  the  Fanlnsula  line  land  purchases 
froa  their  bond  issue  total  unless  they  had  a  clear  copbrI tment  from  the  S.Po 
that  a  leasehold  arrangeaent  would  be  carried  outo 

Within  the  ToToCo  the  aesebers  «ho  signed  the  'ItLnority  Report"  in 
October  of  1960  tended  to  fatvor  the  threc<»track  leasehold  coocept  and  to 
believe  it  represented  actiial  savings  that  could  be  applied  to  other  lines 
in  San  Trancisco  uhlle  those  signing  the  "Kajorlty  Report"  tended  to  believe 
that  no  actual  saving  would  be  involved  that  would  be  of  such  significance 
that  additional  San  Francisco  route  alleage  could  be  financed  froa  such  sav« 

6,    "150  hop,  wotors  V8«  100  h»p>  aetors  and  10 "6"  cars  vs  9 '6*'  cars" 

Cossiderable  discussion  ^thin  the  ToToC.  centered  around  t^ether 
or  not  the  District's  standards  for  rolling  stock  were  too  hlgho    The  Ceenlt« 
tee*s  consultant  aany  tlaes  raised  the  point  that  provisions  for  extra  high 
spaed  and  extra  width  of  cars  were  loading  the  District  system  with  expenses 
that  aade  it  econoaically  infeaslble.    Studies  were  aade  of  ainulated  runs 
froa  Peninsula  points  by  trains  having  100  horsepower  aotors  instead  of  150 
horsepower  aotors  and  it  was  clalEUid  that  only  a  few  ainutes  longer  running 
tiae  would  result,  but  that  considerable  savings  in  cost  of  aotors,  cost  of 
wiring,  substations  and  transforasrs  and  electrical  switch-gear  would  result 
frea  lower  power  requireaentSo    District  engineers  countered  that  the  tiae 
saved  was  worth  the  eittra  money,  particularly  slcK^e  the  system  was  to  be  coa- 
petitlve  with  private  aotos  on  freeways,  and  a  specific  objective  of  the  iqfsiea 
is  to  divert  auto  travel  in  peak  hours  froa  freew^rs  to  rapid  transit,  thus 
reducing  freew^  congest  ion « 


<=>  «B 

"Miziorlty"  Coomiteee  laeEtbers  supported  the  ceosultaafc's  point  of 
vl«w,  but  "Kajority"  maabars  fdlt  that  thl@  vaa  a  policy  nattasr  £er  the 
Dlatrlct  Board  of  Directors  aad  not  of  direct  coacem  to  the  City  Insofar  aa 
they  related  to  Dletrlct«Wlde  service  standards. 

'liide**  (10  foot  6  Inches)  cars  were  of  ix^ortance  because  of  the 
necessity  of  widening  the  Tvin  Peaks  Tunnel  if  10  foot  6  inches  vide  District 
cars  vere  to  be  routed  through  it.    District  tunnel  specialists  recoasaended 
strongly  against  widening  the  tunnel «  for  safety  reasons »  and  ttms  their  con» 
cept  of  a  possible  'Satn  Psaks  r^id  transit  line  involved  boring  a  nev  tunnel 
for  one  track  and  using  the  existing  tunnel  for  only  one  single  track  (instead 
of  the  two  tracks  nov  carrying  street^cars)  <> 

Thus,  the  District's  estisuited  cost  of  «  Twin  Feaks  line  was  con» 
siderably  higher  than  that  of  the  cesBftittee''8  consul tant«p,^ich  involved  no 
new  tunnel e 

**lfinofrlty"  awobers  felt  (with  the  City's  Consultant)  that  a  9''  or 
9 '6*'  car  that  could  go  through  tha  existing  Twin  Peaks  Tunnel  was  sufficiently 
wide  for  the  entire       Area  systee.    *^Jority*'  aeabers  felt  that  the  9*6*' 
cars  cewld  be  used  on  a  Twin  Peaks  line  with  10^  6*'  cars  on  all  other  lines. 
District  staff  Boabers  wanted  a  10*6"  car  on  all  lines »  even  if  it  Involved 
a  new  tunnel  on  the  Twin  Peaks  Liae» 
7o   Other  Systea  Cost  Z>lfferentials 

The  city's  consultant's  estimates  for  three  routes  in  San  Francisco 
(Biqrahore,  Twin  Peaks  and  Post  Streets-Geary  Boulevard)  were  considerably  lower 
than  cost  estisates  nade  by  the  District  for  substantially  the  ssaie  routes » 
These  were  e^lained  by  District  engineers  on  the  following  bases: 


(1)  District  estinuiCM  representftd  thoss  based  oa  nor®  defcelled 
plsimlng  and  eatiaiacixig;  vblle  the  Clty*e  eafclmatea  wece  of  a  preliainaey 
nature; 

(2)  District  estiaates  included  a  contingency  for  Inflationary 
rises  In  prices  to  1970  levels; 

(3)  Sfloe  design  standard  differences  were  reflected:    For  instance, 
sons  stations  «ere  designed  by  the  District  for  700<»foot  lengths  while  tte 
City's  consultants  allowsd  for  500«foot  lengths.    Also  the  **aatonatic  trtdxi" 
concept  of  the  District  involved  higher  costs  for  train  control  systems.  The 
Twin  Peaks  Tunnel  problem  has  already  been  described. 

In  the  end  it  was  decided  that  District  cost  estimates  would  be 
used  by  the  ToToCo  osabers  in  comparing  cost  of  routes  desired  to  be  built  in 
first«phase  and  8econd«phase  construction  periods. 
8.    "Mission  Line  Versus  Bayshore  Line" 

In  final  deliberations  of  the  Ttansportatlcm  Tedmical  Comnlttee, 
lack  of  agreement  between  **llajority"  and  "Hinority"  members  centered  on  whether 
to  recommend  a  Bsysbore^S.  P.  line  or  a  Mission«Southem  Freeway  line  for  first « 
phase  construction.    It  had  become  evident  that  the  District  Board  of  Directors 
would  not  approve  two  Peninsula  lines  for  first  phase  construction. 

iteguBMnts  in  favor  of  a  Bayshore  Line  were: 

(I)    It  would  be  cheaper  by  many  millions  of  dollars  on  the  besls  of 
District  estimates.    Thus  there  would  be  a  greater  chance  of  inclusion  in  a  first« 
phase  or  second«phaee  construction  program  of  a  Twin  Peaks  line  as  recomoMnded  in 
the  Gewittee'^s  February  1960  and  May  1960  reports,  if  the  Bayshore  line  were 
built  rather  than  the  more  eiq^ensive  Mission  Line. 

<2)    Zt  would  provide  faster  service  to  Peninsula  points »  primory 
objective  of  the  District  systsn; 


Arsintnts  In  favor  of  a  Mlaaloa  Una  vara: 

(1)  It  mid  ioMdiataly  aarva  (avan  vlth  planaad  lafraquant 
'*axpra«s  ntatlona*')  anra  Saa  Fnmclscana  Chan  a  Bayahora  Una; 

(2)  It  mid  aarva  Oaly  City,  and  Cindlreetly)  South  San  Fraa-^ 
cUco*a  "Skyllna  Drlva"  aubdivUlons*  and  Facifica,  thua  raduelag  auto  tra£= 
flc  which  now  congaata  atraata  in  Southmtam  San  Itaacisco; 

(3)  Zf  tha  Bayahora  Una  vara  built  in  a  latar  cooatructien 
phaaa.  thft  Mlaaion  Una  could  be  eoovartad  into  a  local  sarvice  Una  by  tha 
addition  of  oore  atationa  which  could  b«  providad  for  in  initial  plana. 

In  aithar  avant  it  ima  aatuaad  that  uaa  of  tha  Harkat  Streat  aub« 
way  by  tunnal  car  Una*  {as  ontUnad  in  tha  Diatrict'e  propoaad  plan  aada 
public  on  Anguat  11,  1960)  would  provida  laaMdiata  tr«val»tlaa  aaving  to  tha 
uaara  of  tha  Twin  Faaka  and  Sunaat  tuanala.  ('''Minority'*  oMbara  atrongly 
favor  full»Bcala  Twin  Faaka  rapid  transit  ovar  tha  uaa  of  atraat  cara  in  sub- 
ways and  tunnals), 

Tha  "Majority"  favorad  a  first »pha»a  Mission  Una,  whila  tha 
"Minority"  favored  a  first^phaaa  Bsyshora  -  S,      aligmant  (and  if  at  all 
poasibla  eoiaa  ataps  towards  a  f irst^hasa  Twin  Paaks  Una)  o 

(It  should  ba  noted  at  this  point  that  tha  District  had  racanaandad 
a  plan  including  a  long  tunnal  undai:  tha  San  Miguel  hilla  which  by»passed  Mis<» 
sion  District  stations,  and  which  could  not  have  latar  been  converted  into 
a  local  line.    This  was  objected  to  in  both  wAjority  and  ninority  reporta»  and 
in  tha  Distr^t'a  final  plan  of  February  9,  1961,  a  Mission»Seutham  Fraavay, 
Una  was  rectiwanded,  foUoviag  the  "Majority**  report  of  tha  ToT.Cc) 


